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Abstract

A novel positive dependence property is introduced, called positive measure inducing (PMI for
short), being fulfilled by numerous copula classes, including Gaussian, Fréchet,
Farlie-Gumbel-Morgenstern and Frank copulas; it is conjectured that even all positive quadrant
dependent Archimedean copulas meet this property. From a geometric viewpoint, a PMI copula
concentrates more mass near the main diagonal than in the opposite diagonal. A striking feature
of PMI copulas is that they impose an ordering on a certain class of copula-induced measures of
concordance, the latter originating in Edwards et al. [15] and including Spearman’s rho ρ and
Gini’s gamma γ, leading to numerous new inequalities such as 3γ ≥ 2ρ. The measures of
concordance within this class are estimated using (classical) empirical copulas and the intrinsic
construction via empirical checkerboard copulas, and the estimators’ asymptotic behaviour is
determined. Building upon the presented inequalities, asymptotic tests are constructed having the
potential of being used for detecting whether the underlying dependence structure of a given
sample is PMI, which in turn can be used for excluding certain copula families from model
building. The excellent performance of the tests is demonstrated in a simulation study and by
means of a real-data example.
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1 Introduction

For capturing dependence relationships between (continuous) random variables X and Y , it is quite
common to use single value quantities such as the concordance measures Spearman’s rho ρXY ,
Kendall’s tau τXY and Gini’s gamma γXY (see, e.g., [13, 26, 46]), the various tail dependence
coefficients and functions (see, e.g., [34]), or, more recently, measures of predictability (being capable
of detecting directed relationships) as presented in [2, 7, 11, 23, 35]. Another option consists in
examining whether certain (positive) dependence properties are fulfilled such as positive quadrant
dependence (PQD), left tail decreasingness (LTD), right tail increasingness (RTI), stochastic
increasingness (SI), or total positivity of order 2, the latter considered either for a copula, its Markov
kernel (see [25]), or (if existent) its density.

The two approaches are linked in that specific dependence properties impose a relationship between
certain dependence measures. For example, 3τXY ≥ ρXY ≥ 0 whenever the random variables X and
Y are PQD (see, e.g., [46]), ρXY ≥ τXY ≥ 0 whenever X and Y are LTD & RTI (see, e.g., [6, 19]),
and 3τXY ≥ 2ρXY whenever the connecting copula CXY is absolutely continuous and fulfills CXY ̸= Π
as well as (∂2/∂u∂v) ln |CXY (u, v)−Π(u, v)| ≥ 0 (see [19]) with Π denoting the independence copula.
Further inequalities between Spearman’s rho and Kendall’s tau comprise the well-known universal
inequalities

|3τXY − 2ρXY | ≤ 1 and
(1 + τXY )

2

2
− 1 ≤ ρXY ≤ 1− (1− τXY )

2

2

going back to Daniels [9], Durbin and Stuart [14] (see also [52]), inequalities concerning extreme order
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statistics (see, e.g., [3, 8]), and the popular Hutchinson-Lai inequalities

−1 +
√
1 + 3τXY ≤ ρXY ≤ min

{
3
τXY

2
, 2τXY − τ2XY

}
conjectured to hold for random variables X and Y being SI (see [31]), but were disproved in [45, 46].
In this context, it was shown in [30, 54] that the Hutchinson-Lai inequalities and the inequality
3τXY
2+τXY

≤ ρXY hold for those SI random variables whose connecting copula is extreme value.
In the authors’ understanding, Spearman’s rho and Kendall’s tau have been considered almost
exclusively so far, as they exhibit a high compatibility with the above-mentioned dependence
properties. In contrast, Gini’s gamma, for example, fulfills 2τXY ≥ γXY ≥ 0 whenever
CXY ≥ (M +W )/2 (with M and W denoting the lower and upper Fréchet-Hoeffding bounds), the
latter condition being in no relation to the properties PQD, LTD and RTI.

Instead of establishing inequalities for dependence measures in the presence of certain dependence
properties, in the present paper we choose a different approach and consider a class of measures of
concordance (κA)A∈C∗ (going back to Edwards et al. [15] and including Spearman’s rho and Gini’s
gamma) that is generated by an ordered set of copulas (C∗,⪯) and tackle the question: What kind
of property needs to be fulfilled by a dependence structure for the values of the measures within this
class to be ordered?
As a result, in Section 2, we come up with a novel dependence property, called positive measure
inducing (PMI for short, Definition 1), that is based on a copula’s reflections, fails to be generally
linked to the above mentioned dependence properties PQD, LTD, RTI, etc., and is fulfilled by numerous
copula classes including Gaussian copulas, Fréchet copulas, Farlie-Gumbel-Morgenstern copulas and
Frank copulas. We even conjecture that all those Archimedean copulas that are PQD meet this
property. Geometrically speaking, a PMI copula concentrates more mass near the main diagonal than
in the opposite diagonal.
In Section 3 we then recapitulate how so-called invariant (with respect to permutations and reflections)
copulas A ∈ C∗ are used to construct measures of concordance κA and resume an ordering ⪯ on
invariant copulas which then allows to prove that, for each pair of copulas A and B with A ⪯ B
and each pair of random variables X and Y whose connecting copula CXY is PMI, the corresponding
measures of concordance κA and κB are ordered, leading to numerous new inequalities including, for
example, the following inequality involving Spearman’s rho and Gini’s gamma

3γXY ≥ 2ρXY . (1.1)

Building upon this main result, in Section 5 we then construct asymptotic tests that have the potential
of being used for detecting whether the underlying dependence structure of a given sample is PMI.
This is of particular interest in practice since, for example in the case of a rejection, certain families of
PMI copulas such as Gaussian, Fréchet, FGM and Frank copulas (or as we conject those Archimedean
copulas that are PQD) may be excluded for model building. Such asymptotic tests require estimators
for the measures of concordance being asymptotically normal. This is achieved in Section 4 where
two different approaches for estimating these quantities are employed, one is the construction via
(classical) empirical copulas and the other is the intrinsic construction via empirical checkerboard
copulas (also known as empirical bilinear copulas); see, e.g., [27]. The excellent performance of the
tests is demonstrated in a simulation study and by means of a real-data example. All proofs are
deferred to the Appendix 6.

Throughout this paper we will write I := [0, 1] and denote by λ the Lebesgue measure, be it 1- or
2-dimensional. Bold symbols will be used to denote vectors, e.g., x = (x1, x2) ∈ R2.
We will let C denote the family of all (bivariate) copulas. For every C ∈ C the corresponding probability
measure will be denoted by µC , i.e., µC([0, u]× [0, v]) = C(u, v) for all (u, v) ∈ I2; for more background
on copulas and copula measures we refer to [13, 46]. For every metric space (∆, δ) the Borel σ-field
on ∆ will be denoted by B(∆).
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According to [13, Theorem 3.4.3] and due to disintegration, every copula C fulfills

C(u, v) =

∫
[0,u]

KC(p, [0, v]) dλ(p),

where KC is (a version of) the Markov kernel of C: A Markov kernel from I to B(I) is a mapping
K : I× B(I) → I such that for every fixed F ∈ B(I) the mapping u 7→ K(u, F ) is measurable and for
every fixed u ∈ I the mapping F 7→ K(u, F ) is a probability measure. Given a random vector (U, V )
with uniformly distributed univariate marginals and a uniformly distributed random variable V on
a probability space (Ω,A,P) we say that a Markov kernel K is a regular conditional distribution of
V given U if K(U(ω), F ) = P(V ∈ F |U)(ω) holds P-almost surely for every F ∈ B(I). It is well-
known that for each such random vector (U, V ) a regular conditional distribution K(., .) of V given U
always exists and is unique for PU -a.e. u ∈ I, where PU denotes the push-forward of P under U . For
more background on conditional expectation and general disintegration we refer to [36, 40]; for more
information on Markov kernels in the context of copulas we refer to [13, 39, 44].

A map ϕ : C → C is said to be a transformation on C. Let Φ denote the collection of all
transformations on C and define the composition ◦ : Φ×Φ → Φ by letting (ϕ1 ◦ ϕ2)(C) := ϕ1(ϕ2(C)).
The composition is associative and the transformation ι ∈ Φ given by ι(C) := C satisfies
ι ◦ ϕ = ϕ ◦ ι = ϕ for every ϕ ∈ Φ and is therefore called the identity on C. Thus, (Φ, ◦) is a semigroup
with neutral element ι. The permutation π : C → C and the partial reflection ν1 : C → C are defined
by π(C)(u, v) := C(v, u) and ν1(C)(u, v) := v − C(1 − u, v) and lead to the transformations
ν2 := π ◦ ν1 ◦ π and ν := ν1 ◦ ν2. Note that the total reflection ν maps a copula C to its survival
copula. Let Γ denote the smallest subgroup containing π and ν1, i.e.
Γ = {ι, ν1, ν2, ν, π, π ◦ ν1, π ◦ ν2, π ◦ ν}. Proofs and further details on the group of transformations
may be found in [12, 20, 24]. A copula C is said to be invariant (with respect to the group Γ) if
γ(C) = C holds for every γ ∈ Γ.

Example 1 (Invariant copulas).

1. The independence copula Π is invariant.

2. For any copula C, the arithmetic mean

CΓ :=
1

|Γ|
∑
γ∈Γ

γ(C)

is invariant. In particular, the arithmetic mean MΓ = (M + W )/2 of the lower and upper
Fréchet-Hoeffding bounds W an M is invariant.

3. The copula V defined by

V (u, v) :=


M(u, v), if |u− v| > 1

2 ,

W (u, v), if |u+ v − 1| > 1
2 ,

u
2 + v

2 − 1
4 , otherwise

is invariant (see, e.g., [46]).

Figure 1 depicts samples of the invariant copulas Π, V and MΓ introduced above.

2 The dependence property PMI

In this section a novel dependence property called positive measure inducing (PMI for short) is
introduced, which is fulfilled by numerous copula classes including Gaussian copulas, Fréchet
copulas, Farlie-Gumbel-Morgenstern copulas and Frank copulas. We even conjecture that all those
Archimedean copulas that are positively quadrant dependent (i.e., C(u, v) ≥ Π(u, v) for all
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(a) Π (b) V (c) MΓ

Fig. 1: Samples of size n = 5.000 of the invariant copulas Π, V and MΓ given in Example 1.

(u, v) ∈ (0, 1)2) meet this property. Copulas exhibiting this property concentrate more mass close to
the main diagonal than to the opposite diagonal; for an illustration see Figure 3 below.

Before introducing the novel dependence property, we briefly resume some well-known dependence
properties for copulas according to [25, 46]: A copula C ∈ C is said to be

(P1) positively quadrant dependent (PQD) if C(u, v) ≥ Π(u, v) for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 1)2.

(P2) left tail decreasing (LTD) if, for any v ∈ (0, 1), the mapping u 7→ C(u,v)
u is non-increasing, or

equivalently, u 7→ ν2(C)(u,v)
u is non-decreasing.

(P3) right tail increasing (RTI) if, for any v ∈ (0, 1), the mapping u 7→ ν(C)(u,v)
u is non-increasing, or

equivalently, u 7→ ν1(C)(u,v)
u is non-decreasing.

(P4) stochastically increasing (SI) if, for (a version of) the Markov kernel KC and any v ∈ (0, 1), the
mapping u 7→ KC(u, [0, v]) is non-increasing.

For the second type of dependence properties, we recall the notion of a totally positive of order 2
function f : ∆ → R with ∆ ⊆ I2, that is f fulfills

f(u1, v1) · f(u2, v2)− f(u1, v2) · f(u2, v1) ≥ 0 (2.1)

for all u1 ≤ u2 and all v1 ≤ v2 such that [u1, u2]× [v1, v2] ⊆ ∆; see [43]. A copula C ∈ C is said to be

(P5) TP2 if the copula C is totally positive of order 2 on (0, 1)2.

(P6) MK-TP2 if (a version of) the Markov kernel KC is totally positive of order 2 on (0, 1)2.

(P7) d-TP2 if the copula C has a density which is totally positive of order 2 on (0, 1)2.

Figure 2 illustrates the relations between the above-mentioned dependence properties, and a
probabilistic interpretation may be found in [25, 46].

TP2

d-TP2 MK-TP2 LTD & RTI PQD

SI

Fig. 2: Relations between the different notions of positive dependence.

We introduce a novel dependence property that is based on a copula’s reflections and, for a copula
C, is formulated in terms of the mapping EC : I2 → R defined by

EC := C − ν1(C)− ν2(C) + ν(C) (2.2)
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Definition 1 (Positive measure inducing copulas).
A copula C ∈ C is said to be

1. positive measure inducing (PMI) if EC induces a measure on (0, 12)
2.

2. negative measure inducing (NMI) if −EC induces a measure on (0, 12)
2.

Notice that EC induces a measure on (0, 12)
2 if and only if EC induces a measure on (0, 12)

2 ∪ (12 , 1)
2 if

and only if −EC induces a measure on (0, 12)× (12 , 1)∪ (12 , 1)× (0, 12). In the present paper we mainly
focus on property PMI and note here that analogous results can be obtained for the property NMI.

Remark 1. The property PMI can alternatively be formulated either in terms of a copula’s Markov
kernel or (if existent) in terms of a copula’s Lebesgue density:

1. A copula C is PMI if and only if, for every u ∈ (0, 12), the mapping

v 7→ KC(u, [0, v])−KC(1− u, [0, v]) +KC(u, [0, 1− v])−KC(1− u, [0, 1− v]) (2.3)

is non-decreasing on (0, 12). An equivalent property applies in the case of interchanged arguments.

2. An absolutely continuous copula C with Lebesgue density c is PMI if and only if the inequality

c(u, v)− c(1− u, v)− c(u, 1− v) + c(1− u, 1− v) ≥ 0 (2.4)

holds for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 12)
2; see left-hand side of Figure 3 for an illustration. Obviously, if the

density is 2-increasing, then C is PMI.

Ineq. (2.4) indicates that a PMI copula concentrates more mass near the main diagonal than in the
opposite diagonal. If C is even symmetric, C being PMI is equivalent to c(u, v) + c(1 − v, 1 − u) ≥
c(1 − u, v) + c(1 − v, u, ) for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 12)

2, meaning that C concentrates more mass on parallel
lines that are closer to the main diagonal; see right-hand side of Figure 3 for an illustration.

0 1

1

u 1− u

v

1− v

Mirroring on main diagonal

0 1

1

u 1− u

v

Fig. 3: Illustration of the novel dependence property PMI for general copulas (left figure) and for
symmetric copulas (right figure).

Before discussing examples of PMI copulas we relate the mapping EC to the dependence properties
(P1) - (P7):

Remark 2. 1. If C is PQD, then EC ≥ 0.

2. IF C is LTD and RTI, then, for any v ∈ (0, 1), the mapping u→ EC(u,v)
u is non-increasing.

3. IF C is SI, then, for (a version of) the Markov kernel KC and any v ∈ (0, 1), the mapping

u 7→ KC(u, [0, v])−KC(1− u, [0, v]) +KC(u, [0, 1− v])−KC(1− u, [0, 1− v]) (2.5)

is non-increasing and u 7→ EC(u, v) is concave.
Comparing (2.3) and (2.5), it immediately becomes apparent that the properties PMI and SI are not
related in general (also see Example 7 below). Due to the additive structure of EC , similar statements
regarding the properties (P5) - (P7) are not to be expected.
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From Examples 3, 4 and 7 below we observe that neither PMI implies PQD, nor MK-TP2 implies
PMI. Within certain copula families, however, the equivalence of PMI and the dependence properties
(P1) - (P7) can be verified.

Example 2 (Invariant copulas and Fréchet-Hoeffding bounds).

1. Every invariant copula C fulfills EC = 0 and hence is PMI (and NMI). In particular, Π, V and
MΓ are PMI; compare Example 1.

2. The upper Fréchet-Hoeffding bound M fulfills EM = 2(M −W ) and is PMI.
Indeed, since for every u ∈ (0, 12), the mapping

v 7→ KM (u, [0, v])−KM (1− u, [0, v]) +KM (u, [0, 1− v])−KM (1− u, [0, 1− v])

= 1[u,1](v)− 1[1−u,1](v) + 1[0,1−u](v)− 1[0,u](v)

= 1[u,1−u)(v) + 1(u,1−u](v)

is non-decreasing on (0, 12), we immediately obtain that M is PMI.

3. The lower Fréchet-Hoeffding bound W fulfills EW = 2(W −M) = −EM and is not PMI (but
NMI).

Example 3 (Fréchet copulas).
For α, β ∈ I with α+ β ≤ 1, the mapping Cα,β : I2 → I given by

Cα,β(u, v) = αM(u, v) + (1− α− β)Π(u, v) + βW (u, v)

is a copula and called Fréchet copula. Cα,β fulfills ECα,β
= 2 (α − β)(M −W ) = (α − β)EM so that

the following statement can be easily verified:

1. Cα,β is PMI if and only if α ≥ β.

2. Cα,β is NMI if and only if α ≤ β.

By recalling that a Fréchet copula Cα,β is PQD if and only if β = 0, it immediately becomes apparent
that PMI neither implies PQD nor LTD / RTI / SI / TP2 / MK-TP2.

We now show that FGM copulas with a non-negative parameter are PMI. Notice that FGM copulas
are one of the very few copulas whose density is even 2-increasing.

Example 4 (Generalized FGM copulas).
For differentiable functions f, g : I → R with f(0) = f(1) = g(0) = g(1) = 0 and f ′(u)g′(v) ≥ −1 for
all u, v ∈ I, the function Cf,g : I2 → I given by

Cf,g(u, v) := uv + f(u)g(v) (2.6)

defines a copula with density cf,g(u, v) = 1+f ′(u)g′(v) and fulfills ECf,g
(u, v) = [f(u)+f(1−u)][g(v)+

g(1− v)]. According to Ineq. (2.4), Cf,g is PMI if and only if

[f ′(u)− f ′(1− u)][g′(v)− g′(1− v)] ≥ 0

for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 12)
2, which is the case if f, g are either both convex or both concave. In particular,

1. if, for α ∈ [−1, 1], f(u) := αu(1 − u) and g(v) = v(1 − v), then Cf,g coincides with the usual
Farlie-Gumbel-Morgenstern (FGM) copula and the following statements are equivalent:

(a) α ∈ [0, 1].

(b) Cf,g is PQD / LTD / RTI / SI / TP2 / MK-TP2 / d-TP2.

(c) Cf,g is PMI.

We note in passing that Cf,g is NMI if and only if α ∈ [−1, 0].
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2. if, for α ∈ [−1, 1], f(u) := αu2(1 − u)2 and g(v) = v(1 − v), then Cf,g is PMI if and only if
α ∈ [0, 1] and Cf,g is NMI if and only if α ∈ [−1, 0].

3. if f(u) := u(1− u)(1− 2u) and g(v) = v(1− v), then Cf,g is PMI but fails to be PQD / LTD /
RTI / SI / TP2 / MK-TP2 / d-TP2.

In contrast to FGM copulas, Gaussian copulas and Frank copulas fail to have 2-increasing densities,
in general. However, taking advantage of their geometric structure, below we prove that Gaussian and
Frank copulas are in fact PMI and we make a conjecture for general Archimedean copulas; proofs of
Examples 5 and 6 are deferred to the Appendix 6.

Example 5 (Gaussian copulas).
For ρ ∈ (−1, 0) ∪ (0, 1), the mapping Cρ : I2 → I given by

Cρ(u, v) :=

∫
(−∞,Φ−1(u)]×(−∞,Φ−1(v)]

1

2π
√
1− ρ2

exp

(
−s

2 − 2ρst+ t2

2(1− ρ2)

)
dλ(s, t)

is a copula and called Gaussian copula, where Φ−1 denotes the inverse of the standard normal
distribution function. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(a) ρ ∈ (0, 1).

(b) Cρ is PQD / LTD / RTI / SI / TP2 / MK-TP2 / d-TP2.

(c) Cρ is PMI.

We note in passing that a Gaussian copula is NMI if and only if ρ ∈ (−1, 0).

In the sequel we study Archimedean copulas (see, e.g., [13, 46]). A convex, strictly decreasing
function φ : I → [0,∞] with φ(1) = 0 is called a generator. According to [39] we may assume that all
generators are right-continuous at 0. Every generator φ induces a symmetric copula C via

C(u, v) = ψ(φ(u) + φ(v))

for all (u, v) ∈ I2 where ψ : [0,∞] → I denotes the pseudo-inverse of φ defined by

ψ(x) :=

{
φ−1(x) if x ∈ [0, φ(0))

0 if x ≥ φ(0).

The copula C is called Archimedean copula.

Example 6 (Frank copulas). a
For δ ∈ (−∞, 0) ∪ (0,∞), the mapping Cδ : I2 → I given by

Cδ(u, v) := −δ−1 log

(
1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δv)

1− e−δ

)
is a copula and called Frank copula. The following statements are equivalent:

(a) δ ∈ (0,∞).

(b) Cδ is PQD / LTD / RTI / SI / TP2 / MK-TP2 / d-TP2.

(c) Cδ is PMI.

We note in passing that a Frank copulas is NMI if and only if δ ∈ (−∞, 0).

While studying the class of Archimedean copulas we came to the following conjecture, which we
were not yet able to prove:
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Conjecture 1 (Archimedean copulas).
For Archimedean copulas C we conjecture that the following statements are equivalent:

(a) C is PQD.

(b) C is PMI.

We further conjecture that an Archimedean copulas C is NMI if and only if C(u, v) ≤ Π(u, v) holds
for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 1)2.

A copula CA is called extreme value copula (EVC) if there exists a convex function A : I → I
fulfilling
max{1− t, t} ≤ A(t) ≤ 1 for all t ∈ I such that

CA(u, v) = (uv)
A
(

log(u)
log(uv)

)
for all u, v ∈ (0, 1)2 (see, e.g., [10, 28, 48]). It is well-known that extreme value copulas are SI (see,
e.g., [29, 34]). The following example verifies that extreme value copulas fail to be PMI, in general.

Example 7 (Extreme value copulas).

1. Consider the Pickands dependence function A given by

A(t) :=


1− t t ∈ [0, 0.2)

0.9− 0.5t t ∈ [0.2, 0.5)

0.4 + 0.5t t ∈ [0.5, 0.8)

t t ∈ [0.8, 1).

Then CA is SI, hence u 7→ KCA
(u, [0, v]) − KCA

(1 − u, [0, v]) + KCA
(u, [0, 1 − v]) − KCA

(1 −
u, [0, 1− v]) is non-increasing due to (2.5). However, the mapping v 7→ KCA

(u, [0, v])−KCA
(1−

u, [0, v])+KCA
(u, [0, 1−v])−KCA

(1−u, [0, 1−v]) fails to be non-decreasing at (u, v1) = (0.25, 0.3)
and (u, v2) = (0.25, 0.4), such that, due to property (2.3), CA fails to be PMI.

2. For α, β ∈ I, the mapping Mα,β : I2 → I given by

Mα,β =

{
u1−α v uα ≥ vβ

u v1−β uα < vβ

is a copula and called Marshall-Olkin copula. According to [25], Mα,β is MK-TP2 if and only if
β = 1. However, for α = 0.05 and β = 1, Mα,β fails to be PMI which can be easily verified by
evaluating property (2.3) at the points (u, v1) = (0.1, 0.1) and (u, v2) = (0.1, 0.15).

3 The property PMI and its impact on a class of measures of
concordance generated by invariant copulas

The present section first recapitulates how invariant copulas are used to construct measures of
concordance according to Edwards et al. [15], then resumes an ordering ⪯ on invariant copulas that,
finally, allows for an ordering of the induced measures of concordance (main Theorem 1).

Definition 2 (Measures of concordance).
A map κ : C → R is said to be a measure of concordance if it has the following properties:

(i) κ(M) = 1.

(ii) κ(π(C)) = κ(C) for all C ∈ C.

(iii) κ(ν1(C)) = −κ(C) for all C ∈ C.
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(iv) κ(C) ≤ κ(D) whenever C ≤ D, i.e., whenever C and D are ordered pointwise.

(v) limn→∞ κ(Cn) = κ(C) for any sequence {Cn}n∈N ⊆ C and any copula C ∈ C such that
limn→∞Cn = C pointwise.

Definition 2 is in accordance with Scarsini [50] and [15–17, 22, 24]. Here, property (iv) ensures that
the inequality −1 = κ(W ) ≤ κ(C) ≤ κ(M) = 1 holds for all C ∈ C. Proofs and further details on
measures of concordance (as defined above) may be found in [24] (d = 2) and in [22].

In the sequel we examine how to construct measures of concordance based on invariant copulas.
Therefore, consider the map [., .] : C × C → R given by

[C,D] :=

∫
I2
C(u, v) dµD(u, v) . (3.1)

The map [., .] is in either argument linear with respect to convex combinations and is therefore called
a biconvex form. Moreover, the map [., .] is symmetric, in either argument monotonically increasing
with respect to the pointwise (or concordance) order ≤ and satisfies 0 ≤ [C,D] ≤ [M,M ] = 1/2 (see,
e.g., [21]).
Now, consider a fixed invariant copula A. Then [M,A] > [Π, A] so that the map κA : C → R given by

κA(C) :=
[C,A]− [Π, A]

[M,A]− [Π, A]

is well-defined; see [22]. The following result by Edwards et al. [15] (see also [4, 22, 24]) links the
measure of concordance κA to the invariant copula A.

Proposition 1 (Characterization of copula-induced measures of concordance).
The map κA is a measure of concordance if and only if A is invariant. In either case, κA is convex.
In particular, if A is invariant, then [Π, A] = 1/4 and the identity

κA(C) =
[C,A]− 1/4

[M,A]− 1/4
(3.2)

holds for all C ∈ C.
The class of measures of concordance given by (3.2) comprises the popular indices Spearman’s rho

and Gini’s gamma and can also be used to construct new indices:

Example 8 (Well-known and new measures of concordance).

1. Spearman’s rho: The copula Π is invariant and κΠ satisfies

κΠ(C) = 12 [C,Π]− 3

which means that κΠ is Spearman’s rho ρ; see [24, 46].

2. Gini’s gamma: The copula MΓ = (M +W )/2 is invariant and κMΓ
satisfies

κMΓ
(C) = 8 [C,MΓ]− 2

which means that κMΓ
is Gini’s gamma γ; see [24, 46].

3. The copula V is invariant and κV fulfills

κV (C) = 16 [C, V ]− 4

4. Linear interpolation: For α ∈ [0, 1], consider the Fréchet copula

Aα :=
α

2
M + (1− α)Π +

α

2
W = αMΓ + (1− α)Π

Then Aα is an invariant copula and the induced measure of concordance κAα satisfies

κAα(C) =
2(1− α)

2 + α
κΠ(C) +

3α

2 + α
κMΓ

(C)

meaning that κAα is a weighted mean of Spearman’s rho and Gini’s gamma, and for α ∈ (0, 1)
the respective weights are distinct from 1− α and α.

9



The last example can be extended to the case of arbitrary invariant copulas in the place of Π and MΓ.
Note that Kendall’s tau can not be constructed using invariant copulas.

In [12], the authors have introduced a general approach to generate invariant copulas via a
transformation ϑ : C → C given by

ϑ(C)(u, v) :=
1

4
C(2u, 2v)1[0,1/2]2(u, v) +

1

4
(ν1(C))(2u− 1, 2v)1(1/2,1]×[0,1/2](u, v)

+
1

4
(ν2(C))(2u, 2v − 1)1[0,1/2]×(1/2,1](u, v) +

1

4
(ν(C))(2u− 1, 2v − 1)1(1/2,1]2(u, v) .

According to [12, Theorem 3.4], C is symmetric if and only if ϑ(C) is invariant. Figure 4 illustrates
the idea behind the transformation ϑ: first, the unit square [0, 1]2 is partitioned into the four subsets
[0, 1/2]2∪ [0, 1/2]× [1/2, 1]∪ [1/2, 1]× [0, 1/2]∪ [1/2, 1]2; then, the symmetric copula C is inserted into
[0, 1/2]2 and reflected at u = 1/2 and v = 1/2 resulting in the invariant copula ϑ(C) (see again [12]).
For example, ϑ(M) =MΓ as depicted in Figure 4, ϑ(Π) = Π and ϑ(W ) = V .

0 1

1

ϑ

0 1

1

Fig. 4: The copula M and its transformed analogue ϑ(M) =MΓ.

Remarkably, the map ϑ preserves the concordance order in some sense (see [12, Theorem 3.5,
Theorem 3.9, Corollary 3.10]):

Proposition 2 (Order preserving properties of ϑ).

1. For every C,D ∈ C with C ≤ D, the inequality ϑ(C)(u, v) ≤ ϑ(D)(u, v) holds for all (u, v) ∈
[0, 1/2]2.

2. For every invariant copula A the inequality ϑ(W )(u, v) = V (u, v) ≤ A(u, v) ≤ MΓ(u, v) =
ϑ(M)(u, v) holds for all (u, v) ∈ [0, 1/2]2.

3. ϑ is a bijection between the class of symmetric copulas and the class of invariant copulas.

Motivated by the fact that ϑ is bijective and order preserving according to Proposition 2, we now
define an ordering on invariant copulas.

Definition 3 (An ordering for invariant copulas).
For two invariant copulas A and B we write A ⪯ B if ϑ−1(A) ≤ ϑ−1(B).

Notice that A ⪯ B if and only if A|[0,1/2]2 ≤ B|[0,1/2]2 . ⪯ is reflexive, transitive and antisymmetric,
hence an order relation on invariant copulas. As a consequence of Proposition 2, every invariant copula
A fulfills V ⪯ A ⪯MΓ.

So far we have examined how invariant copulas A can be used to generate measures of concordance
of the form

κA(C) = α(A)
(
[C,A]− 1/4

)
with α(A) =

(
[M,A]− 1/4

)−1
> 0. Now, we verify that the ordering ⪯ relates to an ordering of the

induced measures of concordance.
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Theorem 1 (Comparison result for measures of concordance).
For invariant copulas A and B with A ⪯ B, the inequality

α(A)κB(C) ≥ α(B)κA(C) (3.3)

holds for all those C ∈ C that are PMI.

Since V ⪯ Π ⪯ MΓ, from Theorem 1 we immediately obtain the following comparison result for the
measures of concordance Spearman’s rho, Gini’s gamma and κV .

Corollary 1. The inequality
6 γ(C) ≥ 4 ρ(C) ≥ 3κV (C)

holds for all those C ∈ C that are PMI.

Remark 3. It is worth mentioning that Theorem 1 has an NMI analogue: For invariant copulas A
and B with A ⪯ B, the inequality α(A)κB(C) ≤ α(B)κA(C) holds for all those C ∈ C that are NMI.
Consequently, the inequality 6 γ(C) ≤ 4 ρ(C) ≤ 3κV (C) holds for all those C ∈ C that are NMI.

4 Estimation

Estimators are proposed for the measures of concordance κA studied in previous Section 3. Two
different approaches for estimating these quantities are employed, one is the construction via empirical
copulas, which are, however, not copulas, and the other is the intrinsic construction via empirical
checkerboard copulas (also known as empirical bilinear copulas), see, e.g., [27].
To this end, we consider a bivariate random vector X = (X1, X2) with distribution function F ,
continuous univariate marginal distribution functions F1 of X1, F2 of X2 and connecting copula C.
Further, let X1, . . . ,Xn be a random sample of i.i.d. copies from X = (X1, X2), and denote by Ri1 the
rank of Xi1 among X11, . . . , Xn1 and by Ri2 the rank of Xi2 among X12, . . . , Xn2. Since the univariate
marginals are continuous ties only occur with probability 0.

4.1 Copula estimation

Denote by Fn : R2 → {0, 1n , . . .
n−1
n , 1} and Fn,1, Fn,2 : R → {0, 1n , . . .

n−1
n , 1} the empirical distribution

functions corresponding to F , F1, and F2, respectively, i.e., for j ∈ {1, 2},

Fn,j(xj) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

1(−∞,xj ](Xij) Fn(x1, x2) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

2∏
j=1

1(−∞,xj ](Xij)

for all (x1, x2) ∈ R2, so that Fn,j(Xij) = Rij/n for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. The empirical copula then is
defined, for all (u1, u2) ∈ I2, by

Cn(u1, u2) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

2∏
j=1

1[0,uj ]

(
Rij

n+ 1

)
and is (since we assume continuity of the univariate marginal distribution functions) asymptotically
equivalent (see Remark 4) to the empirical checkerboard copula defined, for all (u1, u2) ∈ I2, by
(according to [27])

Ĉn(u1, u2) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

2∏
j=1

[
βFnj (uj)1(−∞,F−1

n,j (uj)]
(Xij) + (1− βFnj (uj))1(−∞,F−1

n,j (uj))
(Xij)

]
(4.1)

where G−1 denotes the pseudo-inverse of the distribution function G, G(.−) its left-hand limit and

βG(u) :=

{
u−G(G−1(u)−)

G(G−1(u))−G(G−1(u)−)
if G(G−1(u)) > G(G−1(u)−)

1 otherwise.

Recall that empirical checkerboard copulas are absolutely continuous copulas with density ĉn that is
piecewise constant on the interior of each rectangle

[
k−1
n , kn

]
×
[
l−1
n , l

n

]
, k, l ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
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Remark 4. It is worth mentioning that the term “empirical copula” is not uniquely defined and there
exist different versions, all of which behave asymptotically the same. Besides Cn, the literature also
recognizes the empirical copulas

C∗
n(u1, u2) := Fn

(
F−1
n,1(u1), F

−1
n,2(u2)

)
(4.2)

C∗∗
n (u1, u2) :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

2∏
j=1

1[0,uj ](Fn,j(Xij)) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

2∏
j=1

1[0,uj ]

(
Rij

n

)
(4.3)

(see, e.g, [18, 27, 32, 53]) where the latter is usually referred to as the classical empirical copula
and differs from Cn only by a slightly varying normalization of the ranks. All three versions are
asymptotically equivalent, i.e.,

d∞(Cn, C
∗
n) ≤

2

n
and d∞(Cn, C

∗∗
n ) ≤ 2

n

(compare, e.g., [18]) and are asymptotically equivalent to the empirical checkerboard estimator Ĉn

(see, e.g., [27, Remark 2]).

In what follows, we briefly summarize the conditions under which the empirical processes (see,
e.g., [27, 53])

Cn :=
√
n (Cn − C) and Ĉn :=

√
n (Ĉn − C)

converge weakly to a centered Gaussian process. The next condition which originates from [53,
Condition 2.1] and involves the copula’s first order partial derivatives Ċ1 and Ċ2, is needed to ensure
the convergence of the empirical copula (EC for short) process Cn and the empirical checkerboard
copula (ECC for short) process Ĉn.

Condition 1. For j ∈ {1, 2}, the partial derivative Ċj exists and is continuous on the set {(u1, u2) ∈
I2 : uj ∈ (0, 1)}.

We note in passing that, in case the partial derivative Ċj , j ∈ {1, 2}, exists, it coincides with the
copula’s Markov kernel almost surely (see, e.g., [13]).

Now, with Condition 1 at hand, we are able to restate the key result concerning the convergence
of the above introduced copula processes to the limit

C(u1, u2) := BC(u1, u2)− BC(u1, 1) Ċ1(u1, u2)− BC(1, u2) Ċ2(u1, u2) (4.4)

where BC denotes a centered Gaussian process on I2 such that cov(BC(u),BC(v)) = C(u ∧ v) −
C(u)C(v) for all u = (u1, u2),v = (v1, v2) ∈ [0, 1]2; here ∧ denotes the component-wise minimum.
The next result is due to [53, Proposition 3.1] (see also [27, Theorem 1 & Corollary 1]) and the
asymptotic equivalence of the various copula estimators mentioned in Remark 4; here l∞(I2) denotes
the space of all bounded functions from I2 to R equipped with the topology of uniform convergence.

Proposition 3 (Convergence of copula processes).
Suppose that copula C satisfies Condition 1. Then Cn and Ĉn converge weakly to C in l∞(I2).

Due to Remark 4, the following strong consistency rates for classical empirical copulas and empirical
checkerboard copulas can be derived from [32].

Proposition 4 (Consistency rates).
With probability 1 we have

d∞(Cn, C) = O

(√
log logn

n

)
and d∞(Ĉn, C) = O

(√
log log n

n

)
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4.2 Estimation of measures of concordance

We now focus on estimating measures of concordance κA induced by invariant copulas A, using the
empirical copula Cn and the empirical checkerboard copula Ĉn as plug-ins to (3.2). To this end, we
extend the biconvex form defined in (3.1) to a map [., .] : l∞(I2) × C → R and observe the following
results:

Lemma 1. For an invariant copula A and a random sample X1, . . . ,Xn of i.i.d. copies from X =
(X1, X2), the empirical copula and the empirical checkerboard copula fulfill

[Cn, A] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

A
(

Ri1
n+1 ,

Ri2
n+1

)
[Ĉn, A] =

1

n

n∑
i=1

n2
∫(

Ri1−1

n
,
Ri1
n

)
×
(

Ri2−1

n
,
Ri2
n

)A(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2)
and

[Mn, A] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

A

(
i

n+ 1
,

i

n+ 1

)

[M̂n, A] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

n2
∫(

i−1
n

, i
n

)2 A(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2)
In particular, [Mn, A] > 1/4 for every n ≥ 4 and [M̂n, A] > 1/4 for every n ≥ 2.

Lemma 1 provides the key ingredients for defining suitable estimators for κA(C) with A being invariant
based on a random sample X1, . . . ,Xn of i.i.d. copies from X = (X1, X2) with connecting copula C.
For n ≥ 4, define

κA,n :=
[Cn, A]− 1

4

[Mn, A]− 1
4

= αn(A)

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

A
(

Ri1
n+1 ,

Ri2
n+1

)
− 1

4

)
(4.5)

with αn(A)
−1 := [Mn, A]− 1

4 = 1
n

∑n
i=1A

(
i

n+1 ,
i

n+1

)
− 1

4 and, for n ≥ 2, define

κ̂A,n :=
[Ĉn, A]− 1

4

[M̂n, A]− 1
4

= α̂n(A)

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

n2
∫(

Ri1−1

n
,
Ri1
n

)
×
(

Ri2−1

n
,
Ri2
n

)A(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2)− 1

4

)
(4.6)

with α̂n(A)
−1 := [M̂n, A]− 1

4 = 1
n

∑n
i=1 n

2
∫(

i−1
n

, i
n

)2 A(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2)− 1
4 .

In Theorem 2 below we show asymptotic normality of κA,n and κ̂A,n. Before that, we analyse the
behaviour of αn(A) and α̂n(A) when n tends to ∞.

Lemma 2. We have |αn(A)− α(A)| = O
(
1
n

)
= |α̂n(A)− α(A)|.

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic normality).
Suppose that copula A is invariant and copula C satisfies Condition 1. Then

√
n (κA,n − κA(C)) and√

n (κ̂A,n − κA(C)) converge weakly to the centered Gaussian random variable

α(A) [C, A] = α(A)

∫
I2
C(u) dµA(u)

with variance

σ2A := α(A)2
∫
I2

∫
I2
cov(C(u),C(v)) dµA(u) dµA(v) . (4.7)
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Remark 5.

1. It is worth mentioning that, by following the approach developed in [27], the asymptotic
normality established in Theorem 2 can be extended to copulas for which there exists an open
set Λ ⊆ (0, 1)2 such that µA(Λ) = 1 and on which Ċ1 and Ċ2 exist and are continuous.

2. As an immediate consequence of Proposition 4 and Lemma 2, the two estimators κA,n and κ̂A,n

are strongly consistent.

Example 9 provides concrete and simple representations for (most of) the estimators κA,n and
κ̂A,n when A ∈ {Π,MΓ, V }; unfortunately, we were not able to produce a handsome representation
for κ̂V,n.

Example 9 (Estimators for measures of concordance).
According to Example 8, κΠ equals Spearman’s rho ρ and κMΓ

equals Gini’s gamma γ. Straightforward
but rather tedious calculations lead to the following simple representations for the estimators of κΠ,
κMΓ

and κV .

1. For Spearman’s rho, we have

αn(Π) = 12
(n+ 1)2

n2 − 1
α̂n(Π) = 12

n2

n2 − 1

and

κΠ,n = κ̂Π,n = 1− 6

n(n2 − 1)

n∑
i=1

(Ri1 −Ri2)
2 =

12

n(n2 − 1)

n∑
i=1

Ri1Ri2 − 3
n+ 1

n− 1

which shows that the estimators are just the well-known sample version of Spearman’s rho;
compare [33, 41, 47, 51]. Interestingly, both estimators of Spearman’s rho coincide.

2. For Gini’s gamma, we have

αn(MΓ) =
4n(n+ 1)

⌊n2/2⌋
α̂n(MΓ) =

6n2⌊
n(3n−2)

4

⌋
and

κMΓ,n =
1

⌊n2/2⌋

(
n∑

i=1

|Ri1 +Ri2 − (n+ 1)| −
n∑

i=1

|Ri1 −Ri2|

)

κ̂MΓ,n =
3

2
⌊
n(3n−2)

4

⌋
 n∑

i=1

|Ri1 +Ri2 − (n+ 1))| −
n∑

i=1

|Ri1 −Ri2|+
1

3

 ∑
1≤i≤n:

Ri1+Ri2=n+1

−
∑

1≤i≤n:
Ri1=Ri2




which shows that the estimator κMΓ,n is just the sample version of Gini’s gamma; see, e.g., [46,
Section 5.1.4] and [26]). Notice that the estimators differ, in general.

3. For κV , we have

αn(V ) =
2n(n+ 1)

⌊18(n− 1)2⌋
and

κV,n =
n(n+ 1)

2 ⌊18(n− 1)2⌋
− 1

⌊18(n− 1)2⌋

n∑
i=1


|Ri1 −Ri1| if |Ri1 −Ri2| > n+1

2

(n+ 1)− |Ri1 +Ri1 − (n+ 1)| if |Ri1 +Ri2 − (n+ 1)| > n+1
2

n+1
2 otherwise.

We were not able to produce a handsome representation for the estimator κ̂V,n.
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In Section 5 below we construct an asymptotic test for detecting whether Ineq. (3.3) in Theorem
1 holds. This test can be used for detecting whether the underlying dependence structure of a given
sample is PMI. For this purpose, we need the following result which shows that the processes

αn(B)
√
n (κA,n − κA(C))− αn(A)

√
n (κB,n − κB(C))

and
α̂n(B)

√
n (κ̂A,n − κA(C))− α̂n(A)

√
n (κ̂B,n − κB(C))

are asymptotically normal. Notice that, since the estimators for κ(A) and κ(B) are not independent,
in general, we cannot simply merge the two limit distributions for

√
n (κA,n − κA(C)) and

√
n (κB,n −

κB(C)) derived in Theorem 2.

Theorem 3. Suppose that copulas A and B are invariant and copula C satisfies Condition 1. Then
α(B)

√
n (κA,n−κA(C))−α(A)

√
n (κB,n−κB(C)) and α(B)

√
n (κ̂A,n−κA(C))−α(A)

√
n (κ̂B,n−κB(C))

converge weakly to the centered Gaussian random variable

α(A)α(B)
(
[C, A]− [C, B]

)
(4.8)

with variance

σ2A,B := α(A)2α(B)2
(∫

I2

∫
I2
cov(C(u),C(v)) dµA(u) dµA(v) +

∫
I2

∫
I2
cov(C(u),C(v)) dµB(u) dµB(v)

)
(4.9)

− 2α(A)2α(B)2
∫
I2

∫
I2
cov(C(u),C(v)) dµA(u) dµB(v) .

5 Asymptotic testing

Building upon the main result Theorem 1 asymptotic tests are constructed for detecting whether
Ineq. (3.3) holds. These tests have the potential of being used for detecting whether the underlying
dependence structure of a given sample is PMI (or NMI). This is of particular interest in practice
since, for example in the case of a rejection, certain families of PMI copulas such as Gaussian
copulas, EFGM copulas, Frank copulas (or as we conject those Archimedean copulas that are PQD)
may be excluded for model building.
Consider again a bivariate random vector X = (X1, X2) with continuous univariate marginal
distribution functions F1 of X1, F2 of X2 and connecting copula C. Further, let X1, . . . ,Xn be a
random sample of i.i.d. copies from X = (X1, X2).

According to Theorem 1, in case the copula C is PMI, the inequality α(A)κB(C) ≥ α(B)κA(C)
holds for every two invariant copulas A and B with A ⪯ B. We therefore propose to use the test

H0 : α(A)κB(C) ≥ α(B)κA(C) vs. H1 : α(A)κB(C) < α(B)κA(C)

for evaluating the property PMI of a given dependence structure. As test statistic we then use either

TA,B,n :=
√
n
α(B)κA,n − α(A)κB,n

σA,B,n
or T̂A,B,n :=

√
n
α(B) κ̂A,n − α(A) κ̂B,n

σ̂A,B,n
(5.1)

where σ2A,B,n > 0 and σ̂2A,B,n > 0 denote consistent estimators for the unknown variance σ2A,B of the
limiting distribution α(A)α(B) ([C, A]− [C, B]) presented in (4.9). Then, the rejection rule TA,B,n >

z1−α respectively T̂A,B,n > z1−α, where z1−α denotes the 1 − α-quantile of the standard normal
distribution, asymptotically rejects the null hypothesis H0 on significance level at most α. More
precisely, under the null we have
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P0(TA,B,n > z1−α) = P0

(√
n
α(B)κA,n − α(A)κB,n

σA,B,n
> z1−α

)
≤ P0

(√
n
α(B)κA,n − α(A)κB,n + α(A)κB(C)− α(B)κA(C)

σA,B,n
> z1−α

)
= P0

(
α(B)

√
n (κA,n − κA(C))− α(A)

√
n (κB,n − κB(C))

σA,B,n
> z1−α

)
d→ 1− Φ(z1−α) = α ,

where the weak convergence is due to Theorem 3 and Slutsky’s theorem; analogously for the test
statistic T̂A,B,n.

Remark 6.

1. Since the variance σ2A,B (4.9) of the limiting distribution (4.8) is typically unknown and
depends on the partial derivatives of the unknown copula (see (4.4)), we here use a multiplier
bootstrap approach for approximating σ2A,B (see, e.g., [5, 27, 49]). In a nutshell, following the
multiplier bootstrap algorithm presented in [5] for the empirical copula and in [27] for the
empirical checkerboard copula, respectively, we construct a sample of the limiting process (4.4)
which leads, applying the same arguments as in Theorem 3, to a sample of the limiting
distribution (4.8) whose empirical variance σ2A,B,n and σ̂2A,B,n, respectively, we use as estimate

for σ2A,B.

2. It is worth mentioning that, due to Remark 3, an asymptotic test for property NMI can be
constructed using test statistics −TA,B,n and −T̂A,B,n.

5.1 Simulation study

We now illustrate the finite sample performance of the above introduced asymptotic tests by means
of a simulation study in case the connecting copula of the random variables X and Y is either a

1. Gaussian copula Cρ with varying parameter
ρ ∈ {−0.95,−0.75,−0.5,−0.15, 0, 0.15, 0.5, 0.75, 0.95} where C0 = Π, or a

2. Frank copula Cδ with varying parameter δ ∈ {−20,−10,−5,−1, 0, 1, 5, 10, 20} where C0 = Π.

Recall that, according to Examples 5 and 6, Cρ is PMI if and only if ρ ∈ (0, 1) and Cδ is PMI if and
only if δ ∈ (0,∞). Three different asymptotic tests are designed based on the comparison of the three
measures of concordance

(T1) Spearman’s rho and Gini’s gamma,

(T2) Spearman’s rho and κV , and

(T3) Gini’s gamma and κV ,

where the estimators are either based on the empirical copula Cn or the empirical checkerboard copula
Ĉn, and the significance level is set to α = 0.05.

Figures 5 and 6 depict the rejection rates for the Gaussian and Frank family for different parameter
and varying sample size n ∈ {50, 100, 250, 1000}. The results are similar for both dependence structures
and both estimation principles considered. We can conclude that the tests for evaluating Ineq. (3.3)
are slightly liberal but become more accurate with increasing sample size. In view of testing the
property PMI, the tests appear to be “overconservative”. We also observe an increase in power with
increasing sample size.
Within each test, the unknown variance is estimated via multiplier bootstrap where, for each sample,
R = 1, 000 bootstrap replicates are calculated. As illustrated in Figure 7 for Gaussian and Frank
copulas, the variance strongly depends on the concrete test design and the parameter used, but rather
little on the underlying estimation principle.
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Fig. 5: Gauss copula: Rejection rates of hypothesis tests (α = 0.05) based on (T1) Spearman’s rho
& Gini’s gamma, (T2) Spearman’s rho & κV , and (T3) Gini’s gamma & κV for different parameter
and varying sample size n ∈ {50, 100, 250, 1000}.
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Fig. 6: Frank copula: Rejection rates of hypothesis tests (α = 0.05) based on (T1) Spearman’s rho
& Gini’s gamma, (T2) Spearman’s rho & κV , and (T3) Gini’s gamma & κV for different parameter
and varying sample size n ∈ {50, 100, 250, 1000}.

5.2 Real data example

Finally, we illustrate the potential and importance of the introduced asymptotic tests by analyzing
two real data sets.

First, let us consider the data set faithful provided in the R package datasets. The data set contains
n = 272 observations of the waiting times between eruptions (variable waiting) and the duration of
the eruption (variable eruptions) for the Old Faithful geyser in Yellowstone National Park, Wyoming,
USA. Right panel of Figure 8 depicts the dependence structure between the variables waiting and
eruptions, which resembles an ordinal sum structure of Π and may therefore be regarded as PMI.
All three tests (T1), (T2) and (T3) based on the empirical copula do not reject the null hypothesis (test
statistics (T1): −14.35, (T2): −13.39, (T3): −14.59; threshold: 1.64), so that also from a statistical
point of view the assumption PMI appears reasonable. As mentioned in Remark 6, the test statistic
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Fig. 8: Observations (left panel) and pseudo-observations (right panel) of data set faithful.

can also be used to test for the property NMI, in which case the null hypothesis is rejected regardless
of the test chosen (test statistics (T1): 14.35, (T2): 13.39, (T3): 14.59; threshold: 1.64).

Second, we consider a data set of bioclimatic variables for n = 1862 locations homogeneously
distributed over the global landmass from CHELSEA ([37, 38]) and restrict to the variables temperature
seasonality (TS) and precipitation seasonality (PS). Right panel of Figure 9 depicts the dependence
structure between the variables TS and PS. Although their Spearman’s rank correlation equals 0.0013,
the value of Gini’s gamma is −0.0152 and their Kendall correlation equals 0.02314, the variables are
not independent. All three tests (T1), (T2) and (T3) based on the empirical copula reject the null
hypothesis (test statistics (T1): 3.43, (T2): 1.76, (T3): 2.70; threshold: 1.64), so we may conclude
that the two variables fail to be PMI and thus certain copula (sub)classes such as Gaussian copulas,
FGM copulas, Fréchet copulas, Frank copulas or even those Archimedean copulas that are PQD are
not suitable for modelling the underlying dependence structure.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Proofs of Section 2

Proof. (Example 5): To prove that, for ρ ∈ (0, 1), the Gaussian copula Cρ is PMI, we verify Ineq.
(2.4). Therefore, let cρ denote the density of Cρ and define

c̃ρ(s, t) :=
1

2π
√
1− ρ2

exp

(
−s

2 − 2ρst+ t2

2(1− ρ2)

)
.

Then cρ equals

cρ(u, v) =
c̃ρ(Φ

−1(u),Φ−1(v))

Φ′(Φ−1(u)) Φ′(Φ−1(v))

for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 1)2. According to [34] the density cρ fulfills cρ(u, v) = cρ(1 − u, 1 − v) for all
(u, v) ∈ (0, 1)2, so that (2.4) simplifies to

0 ≤ cρ(u, v)− cρ(u, 1− v) =
1

Φ′(Φ−1(u))

(
c̃ρ(Φ

−1(u),Φ−1(v))

Φ′(Φ−1(v))
− c̃ρ(Φ

−1(u),Φ−1(1− v))

Φ′(Φ−1(1− v))

)
(6.1)

Since Φ′(x) = 1√
2π
e−

x2

2 is positive, (6.1) is equivalent to

0 ≤ Φ′(Φ−1(1− v)) c̃ρ(Φ
−1(u),Φ−1(v))− Φ′(Φ−1(v)) c̃ρ(Φ

−1(u),Φ−1(1− v))

=
1

√
2π2π

√
1− ρ2

exp

(
−Φ−1(u)2 + 2ρΦ−1(u)Φ−1(v)− Φ−1(v)2 − (1− ρ2) Φ−1(1− v)2

2(1− ρ2)

)
− 1

√
2π2π

√
1− ρ2

exp

(
−Φ−1(u)2 + 2ρΦ−1(u)Φ−1(1− v)− Φ−1(1− v)2 − (1− ρ2) Φ−1(v)2

2(1− ρ2)

)
(6.2)

which then is, due to the fact that Φ−1(v) = −Φ−1(1− v) for all v ∈ (0, 1), equivalent to

2ρΦ−1(u)
(
Φ−1(v)− Φ−1(1− v)

)
= 4ρΦ−1(u) Φ−1(v) ≥ 0 (6.3)

Finally, since Φ−1 is increasing and negative on (0, 12), Ineq. (6.3) holds for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 12)
2 which

proves Ineq. (2.4) and hence the assertion.

Proof. (Example 6): To prove that, for δ ∈ (0,∞), the Frank copula Cδ is PMI, we verify Ineq.
(2.4). Therefore, let cδ denote the density of Cδ given by

cδ(u, v) =
δ(1− e−δ)e−δ(u+v)

(1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δv))
2 .

According to [34] the density cδ fulfills cδ(u, v) = cρ(1− u, 1− v) for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 1)2, so that (2.4)
simplifies to

0 ≤ cδ(u, v)− cδ(u, 1− v) .
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To prove the latter define

∆ :=
cδ(u, v)− cδ(u, 1− v)

δ(1− e−δ)e−δu
=

e−δv

(1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δv))
2 − e−δ(1−v)(

1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δ(1−v))
)2

and verify that

∆ ·
(
1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δv)

)2
·
(
1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δ(1−v))

)2
= e−δv

(
1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δ(1−v))

)2
− e−δ(1−v)

(
1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δv)

)2
= e−δv

(
(1− e−δ)2 − 2(1− e−δ)(1− e−δu)(1− e−δ(1−v)) + (1− e−δu)2(1− e−δ(1−v))2

)
− e−δ(1−v)

(
(1− e−δ)2 − 2(1− e−δ)(1− e−δu)(1− e−δv) + (1− e−δu)2(1− e−δv)2

)
= (1− e−δ)2(e−δv − e−δ(1−v))− 2(1− e−δ)(1− e−δu)

(
(1− e−δ(1−v))e−δv − (1− e−δv)e−δ(1−v)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=e−δv−e−δ(1−v)

+ (1− e−δu)2
(
(1− e−δ(1−v))2e−δv − (1− e−δv)2e−δ(1−v)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=e−δv−e−δ(1−v)+e−δ(2−v)−e−δ(v+1)

= (e−δv − e−δ(1−v))
(
(1− e−δ)− (1− e−δu)

)2
+ (1− e−δu)2

(
e−δ(2−v) − e−δ(v+1)

)
= (e−δv − e−δ(1−v))(e−δu − e−δ)2 + (1− e−δu)2e−δ(e−δ(1−v) − e−δv)

= (e−δv − e−δ(1−v))
(
(e−δu − e−δ)2 − (1− e−δu)2e−δ

)
= (e−δv − e−δ(1−v))(1− e−δ)(e−2δu − e−δ) .

Then, for all (u, v) ∈ (0, 12)
2,

cδ(u, v)− cδ(u, 1− v)

=
(
δ(1− e−δ)e−δu

)
·∆

=
(
δ(1− e−δ)e−δu

)
· (e−δv − e−δ(1−v))(1− e−δ)(e−2δu − e−δ)(

1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δv)
)2 · (1− e−δ − (1− e−δu)(1− e−δ(1−v))

)2 ≥ 0

which proves Ineq. (2.4) and hence the assertion.

Proof. (Example 7): To prove that CA fails to be PMI, we apply Ineq. (2.3). Therefore, let h :
(0, 1)2 → R given by h(u, v) := log(u)/ log(uv) and FA : [0, 1) → R given by FA(t) := A(t) + (1 −
t)D+A(t) with D+ denoting the right-hand derivative of A. Then (a version of) the Markov kernel of
CA (see [55]) is given by

KCA
(u, [0, v]) =


1 if u ∈ {0, 1}
CA(u,v)

u FA(h(u, v)) if u, v ∈ (0, 1)

v if (u, v) ∈ (0, 1)× {0, 1}

By setting u ∈ [exp(−0.99), exp(−1.01)], v1 = exp(−2) = 0.1353 and v2 = exp(−1.5) = 0.2231 we
observe

KCA
(u, [0, v1])−KCA

(1− u, [0, v1]) +KCA
(u, [0, 1− v1])−KCA

(1− u, [0, 1− v1])

> KCA
(u, [0, v2])−KCA

(1− u, [0, v2]) +KCA
(u, [0, 1− v2])−KCA

(1− u, [0, 1− v2])

and therefore the mapping

v 7→ KCA
(u, [0, v])−KCA

(1− u, [0, v]) +KCA
(u, [0, 1− v])−KCA

(1− u, [0, 1− v])

fails to be non-decreasing on (0, 1/2), hence CA fails to be PMI.
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6.2 Proofs of Section 3

In what follows we prove Theorem 1. To do so, we first derive some useful representations of 4[C,B]−1
for copulas B being invariant.

Lemma 3.

1. For every copula B satisfying ν1(B) = B the identity

4[C,B]− 1 = 2

∫
I2
(C − ν1(C))(u, v) dµB(u, v)

holds for all C ∈ C.

2. For every copula B satisfying ν1(B) = ν2(B) = B the identity

4[C,B]− 1 =

∫
I2
EC(u, v) dµB(u, v)

holds for all C ∈ C.

Proof. [21, Corollary 5.5] gives [ν1(C), B] = 1/2 − [C, ν1(B)] = 1/2 − [C,B] for all C ∈ C, which
directly implies

2[C,B]− 1

2
= [C,B]− [ν1(C), B] =

∫
I2
(C − ν1(C))(u, v) dµB(u, v)

for all C ∈ C, which proves the first assertion.
Now, for (u, v) ∈ I2 we have (C − ν1(C))(1 − u, 1 − v) = (ν(C) − ν2(C))(u, v) which, together with
[21, Lemma 2.3], implies

4[C,B]− 1 = 2

∫
I2
(C − ν1(C))(u, v) dµB(u, v)

=

∫
I2
(C − ν1(C))(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I2
(ν(C)− ν2(C))(1− u, 1− v) dµB(u, v)

=

∫
I2
(C − ν1(C))(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I2
(ν(C)− ν2(C))(u, v) dµν(B)(u, v)

=

∫
I2
(C − ν1(C))(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I2
(ν(C)− ν2(C))(u, v) dµB(u, v)

=

∫
I2
EC(u, v) dµB(u, v)

for all C ∈ C, which proves the second assertion.

For convenience, define Ii,j :=
(
i−1
2 , i2

)
×
(
j−1
2 , j2

)
, i, j ∈ {1, 2}.

Lemma 4. For every copula B satisfying ν1(B) = ν2(B) = B the identity

4[C,B]− 1 = 4

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v)

holds for all C ∈ C.

Proof. From Lemma 3 we know that 4[C,B] − 1 =
∫
I2 EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) for all C ∈ C. Since EC

equals EC(u, v) = C(u, v) + C(1 − u, v) + C(u, 1 − v) + C(1 − u, 1 − v) − 1 and hence EC(u, v) =
EC(1− u, v) = EC(u, 1− v) = EC(1− u, 1− v), from [21, Lemma 2.3] we obtain
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4[C,B]− 1 =

∫
I2
EC(u, v) dµB(u, v)

=

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I2,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I1,2

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I2,2

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v)

=

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I1,1

EC(1− u, v) dµν1(B)(u, v)

+

∫
I1,1

EC(u, 1− v) dµν2(B)(u, v) +

∫
I1,1

EC(1− u, 1− v) dµν(B)(u, v)

=

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v) +

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµB(u, v)

where the last identity follows from the invariance of copula B. This proves the assertion.

Since MΓ, Π and V are invariant, Lemma 3 and Lemma 4 yield the following representations for
the measures of concordance Spearman’s rho, Gini’s gamma and κV .

Corollary 2. Spearman’s rho κΠ, Gini’s gamma κMΓ
and κV satisfy

κΠ(C) = 3

∫
I2
EC(u, v) dµΠ(u, v) = 12

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµΠ(u, v)

κMΓ
(C) = 2

∫
I2
EC(u, v) dµMΓ

(u, v) = 8

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµMΓ
(u, v)

κV (C) = 4

∫
I2
EC(u, v) dµV (u, v) = 16

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµV (u, v)

for all C ∈ C.

Proof of Theorem 1. In order to prove Ineq. (3.3), we apply Lemma 4 and an integration by parts
formula for Lebesgue integrals (see, e.g., [1]). Since A is invariant (hence A(1/2, t) = t/2 = A(t, 1/2)
for all t ∈ (0, 1)) and EC(0, v) = 0 = EC(u, 0) we have

4[C,A]− 1 = 4

∫
I1,1

EC(u, v) dµA(u, v)

= 4

∫
I1,1

A(1/2, 1/2)−A(u, 1/2)−A(1/2, v) +A(u, v) dµEC
(u, v)

= 4

∫
I1,1

A(u, v) dµEC
(u, v) +

∫
I1,1

1− 2u− 2v dµEC
(u, v)

Therefore,

α(A)κB(C)− α(B)κA(C) = α(A)α(B)
(
[C,B]− 1/4

)
− α(B)α(A)

(
[C,A]− 1/4

)
= α(A)α(B)

∫
I1,1

B(u, v)−A(u, v) dµEC
(u, v) ≥ 0

where the inequality is due to the fact that A ⪯ B. This proves the result.

6.3 Proofs of Section 4

Proof of Lemma 1. First, recall that due to the absence of ties,
∑n

i=1Rij =
∑n

i=1 i =
n(n+1)

2 , j ∈
{1, 2}. Integrating the empirical copula yields∫

I2
Cn(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,1]2

2∏
j=1

1[0,uj ]

(
Rij

n+ 1

)
dµA(u1, u2)
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=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
[0,1]2

1[
Ri1
n+1 ,1

]
×
[
Ri2
n+1 ,1

](u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

µA

([
Ri1
n+1 , 1

]
×
[
Ri2
n+1 , 1

])
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

[
A(1, 1)−A

(
Ri1
n+1 , 1

)
−A

(
1, Ri2

n+1

)
+A

(
Ri1
n+1 ,

Ri2
n+1

) ]
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

[
1− Ri1

n+1 − Ri2
n+1 +A

(
Ri1
n+1 ,

Ri2
n+1

) ]
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

A
(

Ri1
n+1 ,

Ri2
n+1

)
.

Now, considering the empirical checkerboard copula Ĉn and using the fact that Ĉn is a copula and
absolutely continuous with density ĉn that is piecewise constant on the interior of each rectangle[
k−1
n , kn

]
×
[
l−1
n , l

n

]
, k, l ∈ {1, . . . , n}, i.e.,

ĉn(u1, u2) =

n1( k−1
n

, k
n

)
×
(

l−1
n

, l
n

)(u1, u2) if
(
k
n ,

l
n

)
= (Fn,1(Xi1), Fn,2(Xi2))

0 otherwise
,

symmetry of the biconvex form (see, e.g., [21, Theorem 3.3.]) yields∫
I2
Ĉn(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2) =

∫
I2
A(u1, u2) ĉn(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2)

= n

n∑
i=1

∫(
Ri1−1

n
,
Ri1
n

)
×
(

Ri2−1

n
,
Ri2
n

)A(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2) .
If C =M , then the random variables X1 and X2 are comonotonic which implies∫

I2
Mn(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

A
(

Ri1
n+1 ,

Ri2
n+1

)
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

A

(
i

n+ 1
,

i

n+ 1

)
and ∫

I2
M̂n(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2) = n

n∑
i=1

∫(
Ri1−1

n
,
Ri1
n

)
×
(

Ri2−1

n
,
Ri2
n

)A(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2)
= n

n∑
i=1

∫(
i−1
n

, i
n

)
×
(

i−1
n

, i
n

)A(u1, u2) dλ(u1, u2) .
This proves the identities.
Since V is the least element with respect to the order ⪯ (see Proposition 2) we have∫

I2
Mn(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

A

(
i

n+ 1
,

i

n+ 1

)
≥ 1

n

n∑
i=1

V

(
i

n+ 1
,

i

n+ 1

)
>

1

4

whenever n ≥ 4 and, for n ≥ 2, we obtain∫
I2
M̂n(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2)−

1

4
=

∫
I2
M̂n(u1, u2)−Π(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2)

=

∫
I2

∫
[0,u1]×[0,u2]

h(s, t) dλ(s, t) dµA(u1, u2)

where h(s, t) = (n − 1)1Bn(s, t) − 1I2\Bn
(s, t) with Bn :=

⋃n
i=1

(
i−1
n , i

n

)2
. Since the inner integral∫

[0,u1]×[0,u2]
h(s, t) dλ(s, t) > 0 for every (u1, u2) ∈ (0, 1)2, we can conclude that∫

I2 M̂n(u1, u2) dµA(u1, u2) >
1
4 . This proves the assertion.
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Proof. (of Lemma 2) According to [42] we have d∞(M̂n,M) ≤ 2
n which directly yields

| [M̂n, A]− [M,A] | ≤
∫
[0,1]2

|M̂n(u1, u2)−M(u1, u2)|dµA(u1, u2) ≤
2

n
.

Finally, since [M̂n, A] > 1/4 for every n ≥ 2 (see Lemma 1) and the mapping x 7→ (x − 1/4)−1 is
Lipschitz continuous on (c,∞) for every c > 1/4, we obtain |α̂n(A)− α(A)| = O

(
1
n

)
.

Proof. (of Theorem 2) Due to Lemma 2 and Slutsky’s theorem (see, e.g., [56]) we may first rewrite
the two processes in the following way

√
n
(
κA,n − κA(C)

)
=

√
n
(
αn(A)

(
[Cn, A]− 1

4

)
− α(A)

(
[C,A]− 1

4

))
=

√
n
(
[Cn, A]− [C,A]

)
αn(A) +

√
n
(
αn(A) − α(A)

)
[C,A]−

√
n
αn(A)− α(A)

4

=
[
Cn, A

]
αn(A)︸ ︷︷ ︸
[P]→ α(A)

+
√
n
(
αn(A) − α(A)

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
[P]→ 0

[C,A]−
√
n
αn(A)− α(A)

4︸ ︷︷ ︸
[P]→ 0

and analogously

√
n
(
κ̂A,n − κA(C)

)
=
[
Ĉn, A

]
α̂n(A)︸ ︷︷ ︸
[P]→ α(A)

+
√
n
(
α̂n(A) − α(A)

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
[P]→ 0

[C,A]−
√
n
α̂n(A)− α(A)

4︸ ︷︷ ︸
[P]→ 0

,

so it remains to prove that the two sequences
[
Cn, A

]
and

[
Ĉn, A

]
converge weakly to [C, A]. Since

the map l∞(I2) → R with h 7→
∫
I2 hdµA is Hadamard differentiable at C with derivative l∞(I2) → R

given by h 7→
∫
I2 hdµA, by the delta method (see, e.g., [57, Theorem 3.9.4.]) and the asymptotic

equivalence of the various copula estimators mentioned in Remark 4,
[
Cn, A

]
and

[
Ĉn, A

]
converge

weakly to [C, A] =
∫
I2 C(u) dµA(u).

Finally, due to the fact that C is a centered Gaussian process and the map l∞(I2) → R with h 7→∫
I2 hdµA is continuous and linear, the limit α(A) [C, A] is centered Gaussian with variance given in
(4.7) (see, e.g., [57, Section 3.9.2]).

Proof. (of Theorem 3) We first prove that αn(B)
√
n (κA,n − κA(C)) − αn(A)

√
n (κB,n − κB(C)) and

α̂n(B)
√
n (κ̂A,n − κA(C))− α̂n(A)

√
n (κ̂B,n − κB(C)) converge weakly to α(A)α(B)

(
[C, A]− [C, B]

)
.

Due to Lemma 2 and Slutsky’s theorem (see, e.g., [56]) we may first rewrite the process as follows

αn(B)
√
n (κA,n − κA(C))− αn(A)

√
n (κB,n − κB(C))

=

(
αn(B)

√
n
(
αn(A)[Cn, A]− α(A)[C,A]

)
− 1

4
αn(B)

√
n
(
αn(A)− α(A)

))
−
(
αn(A)

√
n
(
αn(B)[Cn, B]− α(B)[C,B]

)
− 1

4
αn(A)

√
n
(
αn(B)− α(B)

))
=

√
n
(
αn(A)αn(B) [Cn, A]− α(A)αn(B) [C,A]− αn(A)αn(B) [Cn, B] + αn(A)α(B) [C,B]

)
+

√
n

4

(
α(A)αn(B)− α(B)αn(A)

)
= αn(A)αn(B)︸ ︷︷ ︸

[P]→ α(A)α(B)

(
[Cn, A]− [Cn, B]

)
+

√
n

4

(
α(A)αn(B)− α(B)αn(A)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

[P]→0

+
√
n
(
αn(A)αn(B)− α(A)αn(B)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

[P]→0

[C,A] +
√
n
(
αn(A)α(B)− αn(A)αn(B)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

[P]→0

[C,B] ,
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and analogously for α̂n(B)
√
n (κ̂A,n−κA(C))− α̂n(A)

√
n (κ̂B,n−κB(C)). So it remains to prove that

the two sequences [Cn, A]− [Cn, B] and [Ĉn, A]− [Ĉn, B] converge weakly to [C, A]− [C, B].
Since the map l∞(I2) → R with h 7→

∫
I2 hdµA −

∫
I2 hdµB is Hadamard differentiable at C with

derivative l∞(I2) → R given by h 7→
∫
I2 hdµA−

∫
I2 hdµB, by the delta method (see, e.g., [57, Theorem

3.9.4.]) and the asymptotic equivalence of the various copula estimators mentioned in Remark 4,
[Cn, A] − [Cn, B] and [Ĉn, A] − [Ĉn, B] converge weakly to [C, A] − [C, B]. Weak convergence of the
original processes then results from using Slutsky’s theorem a second time.
Finally, due to the fact that C is a centered Gaussian process and the map l∞(I2) → R with h 7→∫
I2 hdQ

A−
∫
I2 hdQ

B is continuous and linear, the limit α(A)α(B) ([C, A]−[C, B]) is centered Gaussian
with variance given in (4.9) (see, e.g., [57, Section 3.9.2]).
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